responses with  those of  the other church and non-church oriented private
schools."    Banner's paper supports the   "efforts to distinguish between different
kinds   of private and religious schools,..."

Implicit in Murnane's discussion of for-profit schools  is a request  for
comparable  data.     He states  that it  "would be worthwhile  to  learn more  about  the
number of  for-profit elementary and secondary schools  in  the U.S."     Once  we know
the  answers  to  these questions,   we could explore whether  for-profit  schools
operate differently fron not-for-profit schools."    The collection  of  comparable
data  is also  implicit  in Usdan's  recommendation  that data  "on the _ed_uc_a_tiona_l
process and ways of  irapr_oying_ _B_tudj^                                be gathered^ from all

deliverers of  educa1^^^
to  17 year-olds."

Natriello,   in discussing  the need  for collecting data on  schooling  that go
beyond traditional schools,   provides  the  following comments:

"Unlike public and private  full-time  day schools,   non-school  educational
resources may be difficult to  identify.     Several strategies  may be  necessary
to develop data  on   these education activities.     First,   it would be useful  to
include  items  on  regular NCES surveys of students and parents...which
request respondents   to report  on the  extent of   their participation in
non-school educational activities....

"A second strategy  for collecting  information of non-school educational
activities would be  to identify  the population of educational service
providers through state corporate records....

"A third strategy for collecting information on the extent  on non-school
educational activities would be  to  identify a  representative  sample  of
communities and survey  the available non-school educational programs
available  in  the  community."

State-by-State Comparisons.     Comparable State  level data are  recommended by most
writers.

Cooke,  Ginsburg and Smith  report that  in state per-pupil expenditures  the
year-to-year  variations  of  30 percent  or more make  the  data  "extremely  suspect."
They also support  the Chief State School Officers'   "recommendations  designed  to
improve and standardize   the  collection of data  (including  achievement  test data}
at the state  level."

Berryman also points out comparability problems with state  level  data.     She
attributes most of  the problems   to  "different definitions"   that make   the  data
"usually non-comparable  across states."

Bishop reviews political  concerns  relating  to  interpretations  of  State-by-State
comparisons  that do not  take  "into account  the demographic background of   the
students...."     He  states  that  "comparative  data that purport  to measure   the
performance  of  an  educational system but in  fact measure  the  talents  and
background of   the  students  could confuse the public debate  on education  more

85ates  that  "it is also helpful  for us
